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In spite of its obvious centrality in written discourse, the
concept of "purpose" has remaimed illusive, ill-defined, and
unexplored in composition research. Recent studies of ;riting

have focused more sharply on the actual processes of composing

than on features of the rhetorical situation surrounding the

composing event--features in many ways determined by the writer's

purpose. for producing the.discourse. Without recourse to -‘the

writer's conception of purpose, eur scrutiny of composing
' {

processes . offers us little'insight into the deeper levels of

cognition and affect underlying the act of writing. ™

The following pages describe and report the results of a

case study of purpose in the writing of four «<ollege freshmen
enrolled in a basio ‘composition course at Indiana -University.
Discgurse-based i- .efviews were conducted with the participants
before and after.they responded to each of three tasks designed
to.provide them with different choices.for audience, mode, and

. )
focus, Analyzeéd descriptively, the data reveal two central ways

in which students conceptualjze the purposes foer their writing.

In contrast to the predictions of current functional discourse
taxonomies, these conceptualizations are more apt to grow out of
the students' models of writing and literacy than the specific
features of the tasks to which they are responding. The results
support a writing pedagogy in which a qualitative reformulation

of students' discourse models is more central to their continued

learning than the quantitative acquisition or mastery of dis-,

course-specific gkills.
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, Composition and communicative Intention-
Exploring the Dimensions of Purpose in College Writing

Chris M. Anson
Wriging as a Purposeful Activity

For all itl.recent scrutiny ef writing proceseee and be-

haviore, composition reseerch has generally ignored the sociel

and contextuel dlmeneione of writing (Hupes, 1983). Until

recently, it has not bgen very importent to the xesearcher what

context tne writer is in when composing; what consequences the
writer anticipetee his or her writing will have: whether the
incentive for writing comes from the writer being studied or from
the inveet;gator;'or what reasoh the writer hae':or‘writ;ng.

The last of these considerations--the writer's "purﬁose" or
. .

, "aim"--is one of thi*ioet frequently mentioned but least explored

and understood aspects of writing. . For several years, composi-
tion theorists heve lemente% the lack of sub,etantive regsearch ’in
this area, eepecielly as it relates to unekilled writer's devel-

oping awareness of language etruc;ure‘ and function.’ ‘odell

 (1979),  for example, raises a number of important questions that

bear on dieceuxee theoriete'.aseertione‘about the important of
purpose ‘in” ehe composing brocess: do writers justify their
choices by referring to thein basic purpose in writing? @ what
proportion of our students are unable to articulate reasons for
their choices? A{S there some kinds of tasks in which purpose
seems a more importént consideration than it does in other kinds
of tasks? These and related questions snggeet a need to explore
the way writers' conceptions\of purpose relate to the textual and

linguiet;c features of their writing.
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e Purpooo ollo has oignifioonoo for the study of writing L
' inqtruction. As thooretioal advances bring about curricular
innovations, toachoro ‘must continue to queltion how their

pedagogioal goals relate to tho writing they have thoir etudente

do, and the uses to which this writing is put. How important is
it’ to provide students with opportunities to write for reasons
. other than . those traditionally ootablishod in the classroom?

v Should ouch writing be assussed or.rosponded to ditforontly than - : ;
e writing diroctod to the teacher or other class members? .Should N
~ teachﬁrs compol students to detino their own purposes, or‘should B

'those purposes be implicit in the dooign of the task? *
To study *the naturo and function ot purpose , in otudento'
L writing, I oonductqd,intensivo case-analygps of tour freshman
writers snrolled in a basic-skilio,gonpoiition course at Indiana b °
Universit} in the opring‘or 1984. To loorn how these students' H
writing' cesses rolatod to their conceptions of purpqge, I
studied .in detail approximately 22 hours of transcriptions fron .
. taped | "diocoursé-baood interviewa" (kee Odoil, ‘Goswami_ &
. Herrington, 1983) designed to explore not oni& thellarger rheto-
| rical dimensions of the writers' purpooos but also the specific
operational purposes embodied in their rhetorical and linguistio
decisions (see Knoblauch, 1982). Throughout tgis analysis was “
_tno underlying assumption that retrospective*roports of students'
writing processes would reveal patterns in the way they conceived *
! of their purpose for writing and the way these purposes guided
the production of discourse within the academic context; that is,

in spjte of the cognitive limitations of retrospective reports,

C
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Eﬁg.«n ’ suoh roports reveal- tho writor's 1arqor oonosptions of writing--

what is is, . what:ono should knoq sbout it, and how one should go ” i

B Iy

_ about doinq it (see Tonfinson, 1984) In this rospsot, the study e
jt“ ' 'wal designed to uncover sovoral "lovols" of purpose in the writ- _ :%f
h ing of college frashmen. | ‘ - :
} A8  a rhstbrioal . or, ‘prooossual concept , "purposo" is - {v

extremsly oomplox in spite of the overt simplicity with whioh it

‘has been trootsd. Bo:oro describing the central questions which

\ this study addressod and the results of .the data ‘gathered, it

,will be worthwhile to consider briofly some of the- porspeoti&és.
from whith the oonoopt of purpose’ in written disoourso can be " ,%
viewed. Because nugh research in writing is "pro-thooretioal" or * E

“pre-paradigmatic" (Emig, 1981), these _perspectives may be said

writing process. | v

-( to constitute all that we have of a "model" of purpose in the

Three Dimensions @af Purpose in College Writing
In the context of the college writing oourso, students'

purposes may be analyzed within three overlapping dimensions.
rhetorioar/ aducational,  and poyohologiool. Currsnt rhetorical
theories of writing genorally adhere to a "toxt-based" model of’
‘discourse in which specific features of the text itself are
suffioiont to indicate the writer's underlying "dominant" purpose
or aim. 1In the taxonomies of Britton (1975) and kinnoavy (1971),
for example, writers are thougnt to compose "transactionally" or
"expressively, " "pootioolly".or "extensively," and these aims are

said to be recognizable in features of the text that is produced.

But while such taxonomies have helped to move us beyond the

L}
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rigid conffhaa of the ninotoonth-cantury "modes" of digcourse,-
'thay remain . jable to accournit for the particular purposoa brd*ght
to the text by the writer and reader--a point wall aupportad in
" recent thaoriaa of raading and intarprotation (see Fish, 1980;
Rolenblat.t, 1978; Smith, 1978). Furthermore, text-based rhator-‘.

......

ical theories do not acoount for the rola of . cont?xt ‘in the o
-production or interpretation o7 written diacourse, relying in- o
stead’ on broad tunctional cataqoriaa catabliahad a ggigg_ to the . ”"fé
analysis of particular texcs, - o : I -w%
< As many rhetoricians havo_arguad,. analyqla_‘of writers!' b
purpoaca camanda knowledge oﬁ-zha,rhotorica1~aitua ion in -which'
the ‘text is producad (sea, ror“cxanpla,' Bitzer, 1968, 1980;
" Hymes, 1964). Unzortunatoly,ftho educational context includes an

additional set of rhetorical df;cnfiona in‘the system of social e j

i

1‘ L roles,.. purposes, and aaaunptiona of its participants. Conse-
quently, ' the atudy of purpose in collage ccnpoaition must . also
include the study of classroom. organization and teacher deciaion-
making which, iﬁ tha ‘words of Clark and Florio (1983), "highlight‘ -
the classroom as a spéecial place that both constitutes a small
community in its own right and is 1in. 4 in important ways to. the
largcr aocio-culturul niliou.

Within any particular classroon, thcrctcrc, purpose must be
partly - defined by the fteacher's specific instructional
objcctivaa--objactivca _,often influenced by more general
institutional,’ curricular, political or - cultural goals
uuon'which'thcy act. Whilc.ona teachér may atructura the class .

around the theme of fexploring the inner self," ‘another may be

e \
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having the ltudonto parse oontqnooo or hunt for commas faulto in
dittoed hand-outo. These dittorohoo- in insti ctional emphasis:

. and orqan:lution uluquy af.foot 'tho students' 4seudes toward
: and produotion ot the writing th.y do in the ‘1"'room,' adding * (%5

°

:i§' another dinonlion to _the purposes underlying thoi: comppaing _____
L processes. | - s . - : o

il

¥

~
~

‘Finally, puipolo ﬂnult 'bo detined 'by..tho psychuiogical
dimensions at the core #f the composing process--processes -tgﬁt
: motivato‘planninq, redding and'roloonning,“aooosoiﬁg, predicting,

and revising. Tho model of thooo dinon-iono which vae have
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‘} | inhotitod urges that writing is mysterious and nonrational, the
| rooult, in Steinberg's words, of "inviting the nulo rather than
. . ot omployinq oonlo:Luoly an ordorod, rational process" (1saoﬁ'p. .
| 156) . , N | . '
. /. Central to the rolo of purpose 1n the psychology ?f writing |
are the oontributionl ot tacit and uotalinguiotio knowledge. A
great deal of what pooplo do when they speak or write happens .
without =much conscious avareness--a kind of knowledge Polanyi
(1966) had called taéit; working in partnership with focal
knowledge, or owledge wo are awaro of attending to, tacit
doci-iono otton have thoir\oriqinl in tho purpooatul situations
ourrounding the writing event: cloaring up' a nitundorltanding,_
requesting payment of a bill, making a work of art, completing an'
assiqnmont. These goals mako up the writer's "global purposes,
what they intend the discourse to do. "Focal purposss,® on the
> other hand, ore thooo'b}to and pieces of the diocour?o essential

to the execution of global purposes (Smith, 1982). Wg measure

- \

v ‘ S 5

J



% TR £ 3 £ TR S - AL T e R
Tror o ey iy AT e g sy - e e L E IS ko i 2 KA.
P ,r{._:’,. £ “ S S AR N ..~.“1."’t7._»:' - '5‘-?.‘?3;_"‘(1: oS $2507 4 ‘-:--%-&. i G g

s N

’ ‘ '
‘ .
. " . <
3 : Abvo e s .n:{:)_‘-.. I 2V I o
e L s ‘f’ ~-,—'..“>" LE- .'.‘- ".“:'-‘:-‘.Z‘-» .» ﬁ‘ ik RN ST ) T e T ‘}_‘ o

focal dooioiono uqainot our global purpoooo, oonltantly‘moditying
. the former as-they qivc rilo to and tulfill the latter. |
" Tha paychological dinonlionl of purpose, thoroforo,\lnolndo'
the relative contributions of {tacit and mstalinguistic knowledge. |
- More :pooifioally, the psychology of writing in the ' classroon 3
1nvolvol a lpocial kind of coqnition, since the rhetorical
"oituatiqp" of the writing often mirrors that oi othog conto;to'
but adds to tagn~tho'purpolo ot_loarnin§~ of manipulating tacit
and (meta-cognitive forms of knowing. | |
' l\rho context of the writing class, with its conplox network
ot individual, social, ‘i?daqoqionl, and cultural qoall, allows
" for the dovolopnont ‘of simultaneous purposel Jboth . 1th1n and,
beyond the text produced. When given the taok-to write a letter
to oomeono boyond the olaooroon, explaining to thoo a prohlom in
the connunity and perhaps luggolting.-ono solutions, students dol
| not write simply “tranlaotionally" or'"okproolivoly." Instead,
oountloll -other purpolol may enter into both the tacit and con-
scious think{nq processes of the writo:--purpoooo to deal withyo
personal ‘problem, perhaps so doeply that these purposes are not
part of the text's lurtaoo togturol: to follow the teacher's
agenda; to demonstrate the acquisition of certain skilis in the
coufoo: to poitray the writ;r as a good person worthy of praise;
to understand some difficult or~hew idea; to actually deal with
the problem--that is, to send the letter out in the hope that it
will cause ‘action; and simply to do what 1s oxpected. .Those
interwoaving purposes shape the production ot the text, guiding
linguistic, rhetorical, stylistic, and formol choices. Further-
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nore, toxt- with all tho olton-iblc uurfacc teaturqn of 5argu~'

n.ntative letters" or "oxponitory tivc-paraqraph thcmeu" often_

nmhody complicated por-onal 1ntontions not "1mputad" in tho text - “f

itlolt--that is," unrccovorablo. . By thinking of students' pur-
polcs according to vory general taxononios of ain, then, we turn
a blind eye to th rich and conplicatod iftentions at the Heart. .
l of the conpoling ovcnt. While these intontions may be ‘onIY'
partly rolovant to the rhctorical effects of a discourse upon its
'hintondcd audigne.,. they are tundanontal to our undorutanding of
how students produce written texts in the educational context. .

Uncovering Students' Purposes for Writing: A Case Study o

Collection.of Data
| | Traditional . bnpif 1  research  methodologies are
particularly unauitahle for studying writers' purposes bccause
the act of controlling variablos or manipulating instructicnal
mcontoxtl changes the vory nature of the participants® purposes,
- especially when theg are aware of the controlu: consequengly,
the present study was designed to preserve as much as possible
the ecological validity of the clas-room, making wuse ot a
pyramidal research dolign to provide the naximum descript*ve
power with the least instrusion upon the natural context (ape
Graves, 198l1). 7
In cdhformity to a naturalistic research paradigm, the
questions addressed in this study were not traﬁed as hypotheses
to be tested empirically. Instead, five questions were posed to

provide the study with descriptive focus:

y
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SN , 1. " When given writing tasks that involve real &udiences and.
S ' .~ purposes Dbayond the classroom, how do students develop

: and discuss their purposes? To what extent are these -
- purposesand audiences "real" to the students, and how .

Mo e et
T R 0l Ly
e ; 5

tl ?ﬁfg::cct«uhyt'tno students say and do in their
ingv e -

2. ,ﬁo&f do students talk about their revisions in this S
writing, , and what is the contributich of purpose to the e
. changes £hey make? o G 2
\ o 3. How are students' conceptipns of audience related to f?
1 ¢ : .- ‘their conceptions of purpose?  How are reader-based .
, ' L decisions--e.g., portrayal of the self--related to their 4
conceptions of audience and purpose? ‘ e
4. Are there diffgrences in the way that students ' develop *
/4 purposes for tasks with different rhetorical parameters? © - o
5. 'what_ is the re étibnchip between the way that students ‘55
\ discuss their purposes in their writing and their JO
’ . gereral attitudes toward writing, their. models . of PR
writing, and their hiltorii-"u_writors? A
- , . . ) : . 3
\ ’ ‘ . S i
.Foq:.ct%doptl (two trén each of two soctiorl of basic compo- ﬁﬁ
sition) were selectad, .db'thé‘iigil of writing . protiles, to .;g
'participato; in the study. \_Protiles vere obtained in two ways;.
first, from an initial out-of-class writing assignment givey on
. . 1 . - Coary
. the first Jay of the course; second, kron a "writing inventory,"
a detailed questionnaire designed to elicit attitudes, beliefs, .
‘ experioﬂ%ol, and idiés\concerning written communication and the
writing process (see Burke, 1981; Kucer, 19§3). Participants
. were chosen for variety in several categories: ethnicity, socio- ’
. _ econcyic background, sex, writing ability, experiences as v
writers, and attitudes toward literacy. : \
N 4

An initial interview was conducted with each participant to
\:isculs his or her response to the writing inventory. Partici-

ants then responded to three writing assignments that were part

° A\
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Vok enc r-gulur cour-- -yxiabu-. ‘!irorc daiisilnq rough draft- of
each “text, tno participantu wor. given ' a day or two, to think

. r».'.;:'_-‘ %
o yo:._:;: ’{ ‘ ot

about and, optionally, plan ou:hgngi;frosponlo (nontally or. on,_'jagéﬁg

éapor) Thoy thon discussed’ thin planning with me in private L
v conforonco. |All di-cullionl woro t§pnd. ' Aftor writing Bofu i a - |
N ;ﬁ  rough and a revised dratt in response té the asoignnont,_ ezch’
; partlcipant ..aen not with n. a oocond time to dilcula the two‘ |
o ' drafts., Th.l. -ucond noetingi\conforncd to-the "diocourse-baned .
intorviow" proeoduro (Odell & Goswqmi, 1982: oaell, Goswapi " ‘3; o
Rorrington, 1983). Interviews tocuood gonorally on. ihc studontJ&' .

' ~conceptionn ot éhcir purpolo for writing, and upecizically—-t

their reasons fé: naking some of the chianges rozloctod in the two Jg
dratts. , | | . /// o L i
In prosonting tho-partiéiﬁnnto/with spécific, more or 1less '-"{;
"guided" as-ignnonto, . I hoped to learn lonething abput the range é

' of their expressed purpdses, and‘ the extent to which the tasks B
"subotitutod" in the dtudontl' wniting oxporicnoco tor natural,._o
self—sponsorod writing oventl. The thrco tasks were dasignod to
be directive or non-dirgctive in terms of audience, nature of tha ' i/i'mé
" "topic" or "focus," and the possible form ot_ﬁho‘ response. In’
order to enrich the data‘and allow conﬁnrildnl of the ways that
the: ptudents interpreted the genernlize& assignzents ' and
developed spec.fic purposos toﬂ thom, I variod the tasks along

ore oOr more of these paramotors. The first assignment, for

" exampie, specified the domain of tne’topic and the form of the
response, and ' restricted the choice of audience to one or more - ’
unknown readers. The second assignmen§ specified the domain of

. 9
EE
-EEQQ ' | 12,
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&, - -the topic and the nature of the reader, but provided more’ freedox el

-for the form of roléonsc.- " The third‘asnignment specified only {%

b
3

the domain of the topfk: Vtrying the tasks in this way allowod-’ . >?~
for pont popt-stydy diacullion with the participants about their .15?
pro’oronua for one or anotucr assignment. ' The three tasks were | ;%
also dociqnqd to constrain ' neither the range of possible ‘

rhaﬁerieal purpoueu ‘nor -the rangc of operational purposen)fn the

. responses.

_ L . .
e e e P L [F 4 TR
R A 38 1 T TR LN

! ‘Texts in response to these three assignmeéints werc collacted

fron all the class nombern who completed thenm (approximatoly 35)

' \ and wers Analyzqd dclcriptivoly for features such as cpecificity %
of the audience, oontcxtual ties to the classroom, nature ot th

c
ERR e SR P SISyt S U Mo

. - subject matter, kinds of revisions made between the two drafts,
7 and the ways in which the ntude;ts seemaed to have ‘interpreted the
- . 'asiignments and developed purpose~ .rom them. This " descriptive
summary of- tﬂ:\“tixtl extablishe. - context for oxanining the

texts of and interviews with the four case-atudy participants.

Results |

In moving among levels of data, from the anglysis of class
‘texts and participants' texts~“to the ffanscriptions of the
discourse-based interviews and diicussions of the  writing
inventory, two very general tendencies emerged which eventually
solidified into fuller pictures of the four case-study students .
as types of writers. More than any other factor, these (
typological tendencies seemed to account for the way that the
writefu developed purposes for their inting, they way they

discussed their writing and revising, and the way they conceived

10

13 N
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,/) of thpmialvol, éhotorically, in relation to iheir intended
audiences. Reciprocally, further interview data theﬁ confirmed
parts of these qenoral typologics and allowed other partl to be
modified. : '

The . first type of writer is primarily class-directed in the

'development of his or her purposes. c1ass-directed. writers

' usually write for the purpose ‘of completipg ‘the ~pssignm§n§.
Their texts tend to include references to the assignmgnt or the
class, and when/they'are aq&ed to write to re;ders beyond 'the
£lassroom, their responses are often artificial, written to

-

vagucly definied or surrogate readers. The class-directed writer

finds it ¢itt1cu1t to develop purposes for writing that are free
from the 1mpositions of the curriculum. Consequently, they take

few risks; they write short texts without much rhetorical or

‘ | -tylistic“nxpcrinen;ation.- Typical class-directed writers seenm
to view writing.as a damonstration of competence, of what they
have learned or what they know, not as a way to learn or to know.
In more personal writing, class-directed writers often try to
portray themselves as decent, mature people, tgis for the benefit
of enhancing their "performance" in the eyes of their 'teacher.
They are also concerned with "what the teachér wants," often
asking for_clariticat;on of an assignment or hints as to how they
should‘resi:ond to &D what is the "correct way." Class-directed
writers are perrormanca-orieﬁted, rhetorically 1limited, and
mechanistic in their composing processes.

The second type of writer is rhdtorically flexible.

Rhetorlcally flexikble writers are able//zo accommodate their

11
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writing to diffarcnt kinds of tasks gith different topics and
audiences--in fact, they seem eagar to do so. In writing to non-

classroom audiences, ' they sometimes play roles ' ofchtiveiy, 80

that the resuliing text shares all the characteristics we - might -

£ind in actual texts written in the extracurricular context. The
classroom ieams to drop away from the thinking of writers in this
group, and they seen to enjoy a kind of rhetorical gaming, using

different registers for different pjfposes. Because rhetorically

.flexiblo writers do not compose mechanistically, instead moving

Spnstantly between their global and operational _purposes, their

drafts show more extensive revisions, and they talk about these
revisions by referring to';:ny'!eatures of the composing situa-
tion, such as their imagined and actual readers, their projection
of an image as writer, and'so on. Rhetorically flexible wgitérp

also have lggs trouble produting context-specific responses +iu

assignments designed only for classroom purposes, Writers in

this group also seem more willing to experiment with their pur-
poses, perhaps defining an assignment idiosync:atically, without
worrying about the teacher's diS::tations.

These typologies are, of course, idealized sets of
characteristics, and no single student will ever represent thenm
fully, especially when we consider that students are in. a

a

fe
continuous state of intellectual growth and change. Nonetheless,

they are useful indicators of the dominant purposes that appear

. to-guide many students' writing in the classroom. Turning to the

results’ of two case-study participants, we can begin to see how

various aspects of these idealized cogstructs work their way into

12
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' the students' purposes. ¢
*  Mindy ' “ . f

Mindy's writingd and the way she talked about it sugges |
that her purposes were primarily class-directed’ and lsarnb%
sterile. Throughout our intorviews, it was apparent that sh;
wished to do what was expected of hsr, to demonstrate competence
and follow the teacher's agenda. Her consistent focus on the
traditional concerns of the composition course--the organization
of her ideas, the choice of the "right woroly ‘the avoidance of . )
‘gramm!tifal orrors--dominatod much of what she said about what
'+ she was trying to accomplish in ‘her writing. 'Consequently, other
aspects of ths rhetorical ituation in her writing did not seem
.to concern her nuch becahss she .thought them peripheral to the .
main purposs ot classroom discourse--to "get the point - across"
and Ynot look dumb." Our discussions, however, showed that other
'concerns such as audience could exist in M ndy's thinking, but
she preferred not to attend to them. She devote hot attention
to what she thought was important in the acadén&é? context, and
‘this was strong enough to push into the background other .matters
relating to the surrounding imagined :&Qtext of her writlng.
Perhaps because of her \

L

Mindy's planning for her writing typically involved thinking

attompt to respond "as expected,"

about tna assignment and then choosing what she ca}led “the
easiest way out"--the simplest treatment possible of the
assignment. This "criterion of simplicity" (which usqnlly helped
her to make an outling almost immediotely atter choosing the

[ &
topic) is evidenced in her planning for the first assignment;‘ she
. LS

13
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gocidod to write about some broken showers in her. (dormitory'

because other problems in her home town (45 miles away)'were Ego

distant from her immediate experience. Mindy's criterion of

simplicity also 1n£1uenced her choice of topic and mode - of

discourse in thq)third assignment, in which she wrdte yet another

&

letfer because "essays are a lot harder to write; everything has

you can be nmore casuai: it's just a lot easier to write."
« Perhaps because -he.is 80 preoccupied with "doing 'her essa&

right," Mindy does hot sae\pdgh value 1n.consider1ng her reader.

She tries instead to develop her organization and produce clear,.

readﬁble prose; In éhe'first assignméﬁg,:wfor exanmple,. she has

soma‘ difficulty characterizing her reader; he is "probably - the

person-who's the head of maintenance or something . - . . somebody
to take care of [th problem) or fix it, or tall.somebody gp £ix
it.k Probed further, sno'describas'thié person‘&s,“biobably some
niddle-aged gpy‘yho's real . ., : I can picture ?1m in this ;eai
dingy T-shirt ‘and blue Yeans, and with one of them little belts
on." She séems unable to know in advance who her reader will be,
and thus/ she sees no reason to accommodate her 1}nguistic and

rhetorical choices to\different conceptions of her audience:

~ M: Watch him ([the recipient] turn out to wear a - suit or
something . . . .

I: Do you feel you'd make different choices about what to
put in the letter (for -the - janitor ¢ °f the
"administrator")?

A
M://Probably it would be about the same, because if I 'was

7 writing to the Yuy in the suit, I'd want him to hear all

my gripes and stuff, because if I just told him what the
problem was, probably . . . I don't know. I guess you

%
14
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- gotta ' tell him what's wrong with it And’ the guy--the
ganitog--you'd have to tell him the same thing. L

. Y :
Part of Mindy's difficulty predicting the effect her choices will

9 I - - .
have on different readers  thus originates in he¥ 1lack of

) knowledgs about the specific context in whiéh her rasponse wi}l
' be read. Since this context is finally unimportant to her, there
is no point in adapting the language of tﬁe text go realize her:
purpose. Intorqstingly% ﬁindy is aware that her writing might .

have a different effect on a Janitor or an administrator, but
AN (4

this ‘“awvareness does not play a role in her.viiting . because the
letter ,serves no purpose beyond the classroom:
i@ Are .you going to send this? |

- \ .
M:\ Oh, no! ([Laughs.] It sounds too goofy. )

13

I: ‘ﬁall, maybe you'll think ;bout‘sending,it to the person.
M: By the time it's dohe it'1l)l probably . . . someone's

. prQbably already said something. Because we've been -

griping about it all week. I'm doing this for the

class, really. .I'm just trying to find something that I -

think is a problen, something that's close to me yet's
not too distant t:[:*i can't write about it.

're going to try to find the quy's

I: Do you suppose
Xon to do the lettex?

name or his posit
M: Oh, no, because I'm not sending it..
I: You'll just put "Dear Blank“? - .

. M: Oh, I'll find a name for that. Because I could probably
just™dsk one of the ladies . . . our maid or something.

-

In her final ~draft, Mindy decides to make up the name "Mr.

Miller" for her salutation. Likewise, her choice of a recipient
for her letter in the second assignmént is arbitrary, tagged on
for the purpos; of the task: . ‘ )

I: What about this hg;g, choose someone you know

15
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M: I wal' oing to write, " um, 1I don't know, really ,,..,/I
* Was’ going to write to a neighbor or something.

I: You haven't decided specifically, then? -
Ny I could almost pick anybedy; it really wouldn't matter.
. I could just pick my grandma, it wouldn't: mattér’ to me.

I: 'Doeln't‘\nattcr - whether you'd choose youy néighbor or
your grandmother? e g

.

different examples.

M: Not roal%y. Maybe' 1like. examples, I might choose

‘Unlike the awareness displayed by writers in other' -research

. studies who intend their texts to reach their aud;ohéép (see

N
Odell, Goswami & Quirk, 1983) ~-or are able to consider the
rhetorical dimensions of their writing as if it would reach such

"audionces--xinQy's purposes do ﬁpt help her make decisions in her

writing. Because she does not care who' reads her iet;br, or why,
she discﬁs:;s her grandmother as possible recipient of her letter
in the abstract, perhapl from a learned response to an academic
value placed on ”aqhignbe awarcn;sn." ‘

One of the more important probes of the students' purposes

involved discussing with them the reasons for their _revisions.

' §ot _ surprisingly, Mindy had difficulty cxplainiﬁg many of her

mostly word- and phraseflevel revisions, - particularly in the
tirst and second assignments. Ovér half her explanations
referred to the "éound" of thg words Qnd phrases shg revises,
rather than to her purpose' in writing or' the specific effects her
choices might have in realizing her intentions. Often she

referred to rule-book criteria, as when she added a sentence in

her ravision of the first assignment because "you should always

@ 3
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* have h th'to lolﬁn {the prdgiQII" or whon~ in riting -to her
'aunt in response to the second assignment, .she included a foot-
n\ie gor some 1n£ornation in order to "give credit liko you'yre .

.supposed" to, " e

Thfbughbut the many hourl I sbent dilcusling'nindy'a writing
with her, I. found a student wbo, because of her class-
directedness, - waé - for the most part unable.tq axploit the forms
©f -knowledge that help writers to produce effective texts with -

effective results on their readors.' Instead, sh‘ tried.to draw

from her "textbook" knowlodge of writing, knowledge ‘father

1ronica11y unable to help her in her compoling process. ' tﬁis-

process, then, lacked what we might call "se -enrichment": be-
cause her purbo;o was most'often extrinsic, baused on a construct
*of instructional expectations, her guesses about what was effec-
tive and ineffective in her writing could not be guided by more
useful rﬁetorical concerns. She did not learn about writing in

the process of doing it.

Jen A}
-

Jeremy

In contrast to Mindy, Jerenmy represented a writer for whom
every experience with'writton discourse is unigue and learning-
' rich. Growing from a high level of metalinguistic awareness,
Jeremy's "“independence" Qithin his classroéi context showed in
the way that he tried to "teach" me about his use‘of language,
his linguistic and rhetorical choices, and hil-under-tgnding of
the world of discourse. ' v

The results of my interviews with Jeremy suggest that he

17

20

M

.t

S S . e L‘ff’;i_'ii:,'l'i:&?.‘i he



‘notebocks extending as/far back as the third grade.
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F

'~defg|.nol ,w;'iting "i:i-oadly' and *:u 1ntegratod it fully into his

1ife. 1In  fatt, as Egig (1971) also cbserved in her study of
Lynn, . twcltth-gradc ltudont,_ Joggny lccmﬂd_tq know - more about
tho.procoll dt cdhposing than many 6t‘hil pastﬂtcachors, judging
from  his. dcquirtionl o: their 1nltructiona1 methods. He felt

~ that he had loarncd noro ~about writing from practicinq 1t on his

own than by writing in the clascroom, this in .pito of the

predominance of aqadonic writing in_ his cxporicnco. Much of his

\

'"natorial, as he callcd 1t, .he had collocted in a series of

]

Jerﬁey'l Purposes in most of his writing were at once ‘both

reader- and writcr-contorhd, serving at times to ontcrtain o:
anmuse an imagined reader and at other times to engage Jeremy
h;mldlt in his own comedic explorations. de-1iked to write about
'ﬂbizarro litpationl;" and wal'ﬁrooccupiod with being funny or
satirical. But because the adedemic context did not often allow
him to explore thil aspect 2&

unique strategy enabling him to_tulfill both his intrinsic and

f his writing, he made use of a

extrinsic puxpoios in the same texts. In his response to the
second alsignhent, for exanmple, he wrote a mock movie-review
intended to criticize Richard Schickel's "cunfusing" and "badly
written" reviews in Time magazine. In this mock review, Jeremy
enthxtained himself by turning the names of the movie's charac-
ters into puns on popular songs and sayings. He did not intend
thcsd/punu, however, to stand on the surface of hiv text's mean-
ing. they existed primar&ly for his 6wn amn:ement. L
J: [Explains.some of the puns.)

¢t 18
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‘Is 8o then, -how” are those ' things a dpoof on Richard
shickqi:. movie reviews? T

- J: It really. isn't a spooB . . .™but it's still a confusing
.paragraph. Like I had to point out to you what those .
were. : \

I: Oh, I didn't get that,

«r Ji Yeah, you weren't supposed to .-; . .

# J

I:' Do you think most readers would get all these jokes?

J: Nope. But that isn't the .
don't get it.

I: What was the point,
't\h.no . o?

» « Idon't care if thev

4 _ '
then? 1If they don't get the .okes,

J: Besides my having fun with ic? Like'I d,‘ I can get
a)i those out of it myself, but the idea} s present,
is that it‘s confusing, so even if the don't get the
jokes, 1tfl confusing as it is.

I3 .wall'it still be coﬁfuiinq if thesy get the jokes?

J: Yeah, 4it'l) dust be tunnier.
the whole paragraph tslking about names,
gg{n plays,

ks of the movie unt:il the last sentence.

How much of Jorcny'n.iintrinmic purﬁosau" antered into his
acadenic writing depended much more on what he envisioned for it.
than from any particular faatures of the task desiyn, such as its
"instructional pg;pol;." In tho.!irlt'ilsignncni, tor.exampre,
Jeremy decided that a sarcastic or witty response was less appro-
pri;to than a letter expressing a certain amount of “contolled
anggr." In Justifying thi; and hany acher choiqol-gf purpose,
howevef, Jeremy rarely referred to the educational dimen;%ons of
his writing, choosing instead to let the rhetorical context of -
thc“writiné itselr qﬁido his composing process. In this respect,

-tudfntu like Jeremy differ from students I'ike Mindy in the

-7 19
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oxtong1 to which ;gﬂy control thoir toxt-. anking themselve- -
appropriato questions about their writing 1nltoad .of rolying o
acadenic_,pronounccnontl about Whether they have produchd their- R

-, texts "corroct{y" (see 04011, Goswani & Quirk, 1983).

]

My .analysis ot Jcrony'n more spocific conpoling behaviors i ,g;

uncovered aspects of his purposes that related simultaneously to

— the educational, rhetorical, and psychological dimenilons of
& purpose discussed earlier. He ngd; iingﬁiatic’choicod between B %%
his Aratts tor a variety of roaﬁonn--antioipatinq his - imagined :é
B reader's rolponlol: attgnptinq to amuse himself or "bgef up" his %%
writing tor his own pleasure; feeling that his teacher night be ‘ég
more 1mprol.od with his writing if he used a ‘more de-criptivo %%
word or phranc: projecting a "clever, mature" inaqo and avoiding '§
1oqk1nq 11ko & naive college freshman; making sure that he dia ?%
not deviate too much from the quoctationl of the task itselr. %
In t£§ing to unravel these varioul aspects of his purposelg I Q}
¥

found nyself rolying‘On Jeremy's conscious knowledge of his own
composing processes, which he was able to talk about candidly and\\\
céhorontly. What we see in Jeremy, then, is a metacogn.tively
mature writer who'has &lready considered many facets of his own
writing and the uses it serves in his 1120. The 1nportant dig-
ferénce hotwoon writers like Jerenmy and writers like nindy lies:
in treir models of writing rather than in the quality of ‘writing
per se, and in their cxporioncfl'writing'for different purposes
in different contexts. Jor.hy'l model we might call learning-
rich; regardless how nuch or how little such a writer gcts from a

single, one-semester writing course, he or she will carry this
‘ 4
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lparning-rioh nodol of writinq boyond the course, continuing to

. - grow tron further oxporionoon in written communication.,’ Learn-‘,
%&v ng-otorii writers, on thn other hand, may improve their granna-
tiool control, thoir sense of paraqrnph organization, or thoir

knowlodqo o: variouo diloourlo eonvontionn in Ine oonostor, but
beyond the qritinq course thoy will continue to relyp on‘on autho- o
rity figure who can nake their decisions ror them, usually in the
form of roquironontl inpolod on the texts they produoo. . This
ouggooto that. to foster tho writing abilities of both kinds of

students, we cannot inpooo on thon rigidly defined educational
purposes and audiences from above; we nuot instead create con-

" texts in which such purpose and audiences,. and how discourse

‘ features relate to these, are quootionod and nanipulitod;frrom
within. We must pay more attention, in other wordl,'to what our
courses are doing to the way students think about writing, not

- only to the way tho go about doing it.
Implications : ‘ .

. Naturalistic inquiry is especially useful in rovoaling areas
of research needing oontinuod.orploration. The richness of the
data gathered in the present ltﬁdy suggest that students inter-
-and intra-textual purposes oro/ltronqu related to their modéls
of writing--to the vay they havo intoqratod written discourse

3 . into their livoo. At one oxtrono,‘ny discussions with Mindy show
a student for whom writing has little or no importance, perhaps
booaaoo 80 little in her life has encouraged her to write for any

intrinoio purpose. Writing remains for students like Mindy a

purely scholastic exercise. At the otheétr extfeme, Jeremy has

L
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made writing 80 nuch a ﬁhrt of hi- life that ha lcarcely needs an ', -

54 acadenic context in which to do it. . we might expect luch an YLoooE
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. attitggo in lonoono'whe plans to make writinq a contral &031V1ty ' L
B of his or her caresr; yet Jegeny does not he simply recognizes .
the ccntrality of written discourse in the lives of thinking. ‘~A"§§

litoratc iindividuall. mhle difrcrcnt attitudol toward writing I
and its upcu are parhapp the moht inportant\dotorninant of the"
wvay th. students ronpond to writing tasks and talk about what

Lo they are doinq and why. ’ ‘ . -
’ Providing an cnvironq:s} that oncourages students to leava'
behind their lcarning~ltcrile, dualiltic models of writing/i- not

easily accomplilhod. If we are to build purpo-e-oriontod writing

i GRS et i g
Fronl BREENER L i e

AR

cyrricula, hcw.ver, we nust begin to acdord a hiqhor priority to
"scveral important principles of inuttuctinal design.
First, we need to encourage the cnrichnont of students'
writing wmodels. Althougn many students like Mindy have learned : *f
to perform satisfactorily in most writing situations, ‘they do so ;
reluctantly and yith difficulty. For tncao students, thn-writing
process is a ‘nrqcoll of ' doing, not learning; of showing --
competence or getting’ a task done, not of exploring their ideas
- or dilcovoring new pOllibiliti.l in their wuse of language.
—_— writing instruction, therefore, must deal openly with students'
discourse models, oncouraging then to writo and talk about ,the
place of wrﬁiing in their lives. This kind of netarg?cua will
not help all ltudontl with a dualiltic view of knowlc&go to think
of writing more %?ntcxtually and rolativistically (see Perry, -
1970), but -enough discussion of writing may help many young

N
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writers to broak tho bonds of their porfornanoo-balod nodols of .
acadenic writing. - At the sane tino, ;oaohoro-must be oonoitivo
to the way their own 1notruotion rointorcol particular modols of

-

writing. | -
We. nust also onoourago otudontl to tako risks, and Gb nugﬁ
provide contexts rich in foodbaok& partioularly in to:mo of the

\\
students' own oxpro-ood purpooos. Finally, it is essential to

givo -tudontl the opportunity to write for a variety of discourse |
purpduos to a variety ot audionoos; limiting them to artiticial_'

practice ooloyo--what 'Britton'oallo 5dumny runs® (1975)--only

stagnates students in a portornanoo-hasod context without the

“‘chance +to oxploro the purpolos at tho heart of all writing
. . ‘
events.
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